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Classroom conventional wisdom sa¥s that reading aloud to
children while they follow the text, as in bedtime stories
and “talking boocke’, comehow heips them learn to read. The
practical aim of this research was to find out whether or not
this actually happens. A second theoretical! aim was to find
out whether children, on schocl @entry, could discover for
themselvees, with 2a- minimum’ of teaching, the 1inke between
graphic features on a pade and their spoKen representations
by using “voice support’ instruction.

The theoreXjcal . ii1terature suggested that .this could be
achieved a¢ long as pupilse have:

(a) lots of exposure fo print through repeated readings
of stories, . : :

(b) feedback about what the printed forms a&tuall?
represented through audictaped readjngs,

T

and  €(¢) opportunities to recoLstruct the stories for
» themselves, through reteliings, where pupils created their
own story ‘readings’.

A 3-way Factorial design wae used to obtain a precise
focus on the effecte of these instructional factors and their
interaction., A wide range of dependent measures were also
used in an attempt to create a gensitive index.of emergent
reading behaviours. The data were anal¥sed using MANOVA and
MANCOVA procedures., ’

In short, the study put the microscope on three
techniques which have been widely espoused as significant
instructional factors in reading acquisition. The results,
however, suggest a— need for caution., Children’s reading’
improved, but onlY for the«stories theY had practised. In
other words, children seemed to have memorised stories rather
than learned to read them. In a nutshell, tre effects of
voice support were more apparent than real. TheY "had learned
what they had been tazught, and that was all.

Implications for emergent reading instruction and
research are discussed with reference to the potential of
talking microcomputeré, and involving parents as ‘home”
facilitators of print—-driven behaviours.

' -
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INTRODUCT I ON

The basic +ruestion asked in this study was does voice
support help:ﬁhlldren learn to read. WVoice support inuslues
reading ta children while they follow the text, either
informally as in bedtime readipg, or formalliy, as in teacher
or audiotiped readings cf stories in the classroom.

The <conventional wisdom seems to be that reading bookKs
alaud te children helps them learn to read. For evidence of

this beltef we need only to note the prevalence of audiotaped

stoeries as part of many commerc:al reading series, and the

popularity of instructional techniques such as “read-along”

and “‘shared bock experience’, whqu children read and reread

stories together. This instructional emphasis on readiné'to
and reading along, repetition, and memorisation is not new.

In fact its roots can be traced backK 200 Years when children

read and memorised alphabetica!ly arranged sentences from the

L

Bible, Lord’s PraYer, and the Creed (Qinger, 19813,

There is also some theoretical agreeme;t that voice
support 18 helpful, This procedure wéuld seem to have the
blessing of re¢ading theorists—— even thos; from different
campé-" though for cuite different reasons. ’Heaning—driuen’

theorists 1like Smith (1975,1978), would argue that we begin
/

to learn to read by being read to.

"Children reading along with an adult or other

-reader will 1looK out for the words that theY Know
and chobse the additional words that theY want to
learn of practise.” (Smith, 1978, p.144),,

Yet even “print-driven theorists 1ike OGough (1980,1%83)

4
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would agree with the idea of yoice support, sincé it provides

the necessary data which children need to understand the
p;lnt cipher.,

LI 1: 54 methaq which provides the child with

adequate cdata, with pairs of printed and spoken

worde which adegquatelyY display the correspondences

betwzen. them, will enable the child to read...”

(Gouph and Hillinger, 1980). .

However, researcg an th15’ "1ssue is surprisinglY’
inconclusive. On the one hand, chiidren who are often
‘explsed to repetitive and highlY memorable' texts, as 1n
favourite bedtime  stories, seem to échire ‘reading-like”
'béhau:ours. They begin to approximate the actual- text in
the1r pretena ‘readings’, cerrect ‘théir own mistakes, and
show other Kinds of khasic Knowledge, such as Knowing that the
book télls Just one storY, and ‘that it must be read correctly

WClay. 1966,197%; Gibbong, 1981; Qoldaway, 1979y,

On the other hand, there is little evidence to sugg;st
that wvoice supgprt does any meore than this. Children may be
able to"aﬁprog}@ate the text of favourite, highl!Y memorable
stories which they have heard many times before in ’uogce
support‘ settings Iiﬁe bedt'me reading. ‘Yet when faced with
the task of readiﬁd a new bock, never seen or heard before,'
they may not be'able to read a single word (Gibkons, 1981).

The real test of anyY instructiz.aal tech;|que should be to
show effects beyond the texts which have been part of the
|nstruc£ion. That is, readers should improve on new texts as

well. In realiityY, however, much of the research based on

4
voice support does not show these qgeneralisation efferts.

Chomsky <(<1%976,1979) wused wvoice support in tﬁo forml of.
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audiotaped oral readings of stories to help a small group of-
third oraders who could ‘deccde” But ware éloa\readersz She
had ;hese chidren t(ead along with audiotages until near
memorisation was achleved. The ﬁrogramme involved other
instructicon as well, including phonemic awarenesc and’
writing. However, vsice support was the maJor instruction,

with a!i chjidren hearing 24 stories, some repeated up to 20

times. Yet the resuits, after 15 weeKs and more than 30
hours of instruction were inconclusive. Standardised test
scores were unconvincing, and evidence for transfer effects
had-to be based mainly on parent and teacher reports.

Other stﬁdies have used variations of-:oice sugport,‘sucﬁ
as ’talking books” <(Caroo, 19?8a;19?8b,1981), neurological

impress (HecKelman, 1969; Hollihgsworth, 1970), assisted

,réaﬁ1ngs (Hoskissen, 1974,1975a,1975b), an& ‘“looK and listen”

" (Robincon, 1979). Yet these ﬁesﬁlts' are difficult to

interpret, mainly because of meihqdological probiems guch ‘as
Jjack of control groups,'ﬂa»tﬁorne effect, and the use of rm;
score o9ain without allowance for error. A major difficulty
in Feuiqwing these studies is thaf the effecte of voice
support are often confounded, with other variables such as
phonic drilig, buddy réading, and so on. -

A further variation was the use of the child‘s own uoicé
as a KkKind of support as In ’rebeated read[pgs’, where
children reread stories until they could do so fluently
(Samuels, 1979, When used as’ an édjun#t to regular
instruction, repeated readings has been -ghown to provide

significant gains over the control group on comprehension and

S
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readina speed for poor readers (Dah) aﬁd Samueils, (974).

So, some programmes were group-based while others were
inditvidualised, some were adul t-paced: while others were
child-paced, some were stand-alone programmes while others
were adJuncts to regu\ar instruction, and some used the same
stor}es each session while others used different stories.

In brief, the research on wvoice support is not only
Inconclusive, but also highiy confounded. Hence this study
was degigned to provide a precise focus on ihe éffects o¥
voice suppori, while still retaining s;ﬁe of the kengeaiures
which have characterised 1ts use in classrooms. Tﬁis meant
varYing three factors: the availability of uoicp support,
using audiotaped orax) readings via headphones; the npumber of
repetitions of each story; and, the opportunity for children
to provide tgelr own voice support, by encouraging them to
‘read’ the stories for themselvesa,

In “addition, every attempt was made to make the

-

instructional reséarch as relevant .as possitble to pormal
‘conditions in c]assrooms:__' Firgt the .sample was broadly
representative, , That- is, allowances were‘ made Ffor
differences in sex, wvariatiods in cwuwltural, larguage and
other experiential factors, as well as wide differences in

reading skKiil. Secondly, the stories were selected to

simulate as closely as possible those likely to be used in

early reading instruction. Thirdly, a variety of dependent

measures were used to tap reading behaviour. tﬂese tried to
. ‘ H .
simulate classroom tasks. In other words, “game~type‘ as

opposed to ‘test~type‘ tasks were used where possible.

i
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© This study tried to clarify the effects of a Specific
instructional technique on emergent reading behaviours. Five
experimental questlans'were therefore of interests

(1% INSTRUCTION: 'To what extent does voice support versus
non voice support influence emergent reading behaviour?

-

(2 REPEAT: To what extent do high versus low numbers of
instructional repeats influence emergent reading behaviour?

(3% TELLING: To what extent does encouragement to “read how
stories go” influence emergent reading behaviour?

\4) INTERACTION: Do the factors of REPEAT, INSTRUCTION, and
TELLING . interact 1n such a manner to suggest a complex
interdependence between them?2 ... _

(S ABILITY: To what extent does ABILITY acecodunt for the
effects of REFPEAT. INSTRUCTION, and TELLING on emergent
read:ng behaviour®

METHOD
Subjects
The sample consisted of &4 children (3} girls and 33
bays) drawn 1n equal numbers from each new entrant class in

. /

faur urban schools. SubJiects were unfamitiar with the

-

reading materials to be used in the studyr, and were selected
as close to school entrY as possible’to reduce the impact of
formal instruction <(xge range 4:11 to S5:3 Years; mean age,
S:06 fears). As the regular reading instruction programme
continped to oaccur each day, élass and teacher e#ffects were
blocked by allocating :childcen_ in each <¢lass to all-8
instructional groups. In other words,dié children from each

of the four classrooms were celected-— a total of &4 in aill.

Task Demands

Instruction sessions were cYcled over {2 QOoks s0 that 24

sessions in all were presented. OQuring each session, each

! +
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child had a copy of the storY and heard an audiotape through

headphones. The subjects were in different instruction
conditions.,. Some had voice sdppor{ where they Ilstened.to an
at.-ldsotape;‘ story; some did not. Some children heard up to &
readings of each storY; some heard only 2. Finally, some
PURIlS were Encouraqged to read each pagé while others locKed
at the book. At  the very least, some children had 24
readings over 24 sessions; at mos{, some children had 72
audiotaped voice support readings aver the same 24 sessions
as well as a further 24 readings in which theY” w;re'able to
providé their own Kind of uaice.support through retelling the
story for themselves. Each child had similar exposure time
te the texts, even though the number of repea;savaried{ “That
15, all cazsette versions for a giver storY were deliberatelY
equated. An audiotape copier made 't possible to produce
sim:lar copies of readings while controlling variations which
would arise from separate recordings of each version. It
algo made strict time control possible on each page, and on
each repeat version across 2ll 8 instruction sessions for

1

each book. Blank audioiape was used\to equate exposure time
y
differences be tween LOW and HIGBH insgruction grougs( In all,

thﬁ daily sessions of between 3:53 and 11:41 minutes lasted

so&e S weeks. After 24 sessions, each child was assessed on
Knowledge  of print concepts, Iefters, words, writing
vocabularY, woré predict{on, attention to fext detail,
‘cipher’ awareness, and stor¥ ‘readings‘.

Desian of the Experjment

The experiment was a3 2x2x2 factorial design with three
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between subiects factors. The.farst was' number of ﬁEPEATS
which occurred at either HIGH or LOW levels (HIGH levels
received three repeats per session whereas LOW ‘Ieuelsl
‘received only one repeai per session).

.The second factor was INSTRUCTION which also occurred at
two levels. At the VOICE SUPFORT level, children heard the
oral reading and page turn cues in the instruction session,
whereas 1n NON VOICE SUPPORT. the oral rbading was absent but
page turn cues were. audible.

The third between subjects factor was TELLING which
gccurred as eith;r encouragement toiread each page (‘READ’),

or no encouragement on eakh page {NO'READ") isee Table. 1.)

Table 1: Between subjects flactors of
REPEAT, INSTRUCTION AND TELLING.

SubjecCts REPEAT INSTRUCTION TELLING
Grgup.
Group
Group
Group
Group
Group
Group
Group

HIGH Vs ) ‘READ
HIGH Vs ) - NO’REARD”
HIGH NVS “READ’
HIGH NVS NG’ READ’
LOW Vs ‘READ’
L.OW Vs NG’ REAL’
O NVS ‘READ’
LOW NVS NO’READ”

DN b Wh -

.- A

Materials - - | g

Twenty—four begirning reading stories were selected from

* -

the same series (Story Box, 1983); The mean number of text

words @ithin stories was 80.7. The experimental design was

such that the 12 stories were presented in 8 different waYs

e . . o .
during instruction corresponding with the'.a experimental

1

groups. The instructional content matched the three design

10
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variables ” of REPEAT (H/L), INSTRUCTION (VS/NVS), and TELLING

’ (’READ’/ND’READ’). In one sess:on, up to four runthroughs of
the story were possi@lq. The first three components of each
e 3510nN allowea—+dﬁ/;i£her HIGH or LOW numbers of repeats of
a stéry narration with page turn cues fie., VUSY or without

!

story narrations but with page\tﬁrn cues (ie., NVS). The

fourth component of each session either encouraged children
to read each page (‘READ‘), or to 1ook at the book until the

audiotape told'them to stop (NO‘READ‘).

Dependent Measures ) ' _ ..

Pre-instruction tasks as essed rior reading knowledge.

Thege covariate tests i1ncluded toOnce ts about print, word and

readlngs of differeﬁt

\ |
\ |

Post-instruction tasks were  d sngned to measure the

proposition and word match scores o
/

sets of two stories,

"tetter identrflcation, SPOT games£ DRAL CLOZE games, and,
é

imPagt of vorge supphrt on emergent reading beﬁaunouﬁ. Thes%

teste  included " all sre~-instruction measures, as gelﬁ as a
- rY
high frequencY word 1list }ram instruction stories, writing
! ; :
} : . - !
vocabuiar>, and *ctpher’ awareness. zFln?Ily two further SPOT

——

L ! i
Qames, ORAL CLOZE games, and ‘reading’ tasks were carried out
-on instructional as well as new stories.

8
Concepts Aabout Print: The Concepts Aboﬂt Print Test (Clay,:

1972,1979) ' was carried out during pre- ind post-instruction.
h

In this task, the Interviewer read the book "SAND" to the

1

¢child who was then questioned about-print concepts such as

directional behaviour, and picture and priﬁt discrimination.
\
Letter Identification: Children”s Knowledge of ‘letters was

Co 11




Page " §
Colin J, Gibbs
hen You've heard it and stil) can’t read.

assessed during pre- and postfﬁqﬁiruction using a letter

identification task (Clay, 1972).

~Word ldentification: The Burt Word Recognition Test

xNZCER,l???)h was given during RLe- and'ggét-instruction, and
<

a list of %U high frequency words from the 12 instruction

=

books was used in post-instruction. . ' s

SPOT Game: The SPOT THE MISTAKE game was intended to

provide fa sensitive index of chilidren’s awareness ‘bf print
! N .

oo . h ‘
and meaning in stories, RatheF\$han read the entire text,

-

chlldﬁén only‘;had to i1dentif> ;;églfls qprds (Nichel son, .
1982).1 A text was read once correctly while the child
followgﬁ, and \then reread a seCO?d time with errors
’ deluberatéfy implanted-in the oral readfng. The child‘s task

was to call STOP when an error’ was spotted and then to

correctly identifY the mistake. tpé(gasic aim was to-gfbe__

7

chiidren a chance to use storY context as well as letter cues
to “self-correct” specific mistakes in an oral reading.

SPOT games were constructed for ~ 2 pre- and 2

post~instruction stories as well as 2 of the stories actually

1
Ay

used during instruction. SPOT item;\were impt::ted in oral

N

text at a ratio of one item per ten text words.' Items were
to

chosen .n equali numbers according visual and semantic

\ L
matches with target text words. So, some SPOT and text words

were visually similar but semantically different (eg., Qarf

F

for dark); some were visuallY and semantically different
;T .

(eg., cow for dark) and somée were visually and semantically

similar (eg., house for home). Finally,ISQAE were visually

different and semantically similar (eg., father for dadd).

12
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SPOT Qame respoOnses were scored as STRICT or. KIND. A

STRICT " score was given when the ‘child corrected a SPOT error

with the' exacts text word. When the <child provided a

semantically or visuvally plausible substitution, a KIND score

§

was given. To 1llustrate this,‘the reader maY read puppy for .

| . . . ]
doq. I¥ the child substituted puppy with doq, a STRICT score

was given. 1 tHe chiid provided a p\ausib}e substi tution

su'ch as b ow-wow whlch made sensce, or ever l og, which looKed

5

similar, a KIND score was glven.

. ) v }
ORAL CLDZE Game: This game provided an .index of prediction
skllls. The child followed the text while listening to an
-audiotaped reading in which “araet words were deleted by an

"
L

audio  cue. After each deletion, the reading was paused and
I -

the chlld attempted to 5upp17 the omltted word.‘_“” ..

ORAL CLOZE gaies were .CDnStfugted from 2 pre= and‘?‘“ )
post-—, and- 2 instruction gtbrge;.. Omissions occurred at a
mean rate of one deletion per 9.5 words. Two tYpes of.
deleticn were made in equal numbers. fhése were intereet
wo,ds (nounsg and prdeouns)t‘ and heavyY-duty yWords
(prepositions, adiectives, conJunctions and so on).

Cuildren’s respohses were.~scored .as either STRICT or
KIND. "When the child’s cloze response was identical to the’
text target word, "Q STRTtT\\\e#e ‘Was gluen (eg., house for

houge). KIND matches |ncluded ujsua! sum:!arut:es be.tween

the cloze respc .se and he text }Hhhere for house),

semantic s;mllarities (eg in for hou 9)4 a;;\;;ﬁaﬂtighﬁthh

visual matches (eg9. home for hou $e).

13
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B AN
Writing 'Uafﬁbulg£y= Children's Writing Vocabularies (Clay,

NN

1979) were assessedrduring post—ihstruction This involved

prompting the child tchwrite all Known and suggested words,
during a 10 minute session.

Bryant. Basic Deca;}ng TasK: The Brrant list comprisés 50
surrogate words constrycted from plausible . phoneme
combinations such as/gég, relhime, and sanwixable. The task
involved childrgn'g;ying what theY thought eacﬂw’word’ read.
As such, thes BH;;nt task gave an index of ‘cipher’ awaréness.
Children’s /responses were scored according 'to letter and
graphic ﬁatches with target ‘words’ . No score was given for
responses which +fajled te graphically matceh or hojd letters
in common ;ith the target “word’ (eg., jump for fev).
Chitldren’s Pretend “Reading’ Behaviour: Emergent readers

_ngxgicallxﬂ:Lgl&:like;books-go’_when#;hek_laokma$mpic¢Ureutex%—-7—-*—“f

-

—books. '““Tge"att of pretend ‘reading’ reveals not only
insights into children’s Knowledge iabout print . and book
céncépts, but also about how stories age structured.

Children’s ‘readings’ were recorded during pre~ and
post-instruction. In all Si2 sf&r} - ‘readings’ were
recorded—~ Ehgt is, all &4 chilrdren ‘read’ 6lstories, with 2
of these -~ stories hbeing [read’ twice, as pre- and

1 -

)
post-instruction measures. fThe interviewer prompted the

. = '
chltf/;p ‘read’ each page by Jsing an eliciting comment which

-~

included the word read (eq., "Read me how this gQoes*), and

- ,retszned from using other comments, so that some degree of

consistencyY was held across subjects and ’reaJings’.

Two measUres were developed for the analyses. The first

S 14 - .
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matched propositions in a chil&’s ‘reading’ with those of the'

storY. -The second matched words used in a child’s ‘reading’

-

against those o{‘ihe text.

(l)ProDositfonal Analysis: THe & stories were anal¥Ysed into

EXPLICIT ~ and IMPLICIT story elements defined as 'text

‘propositions’ (Rumelhact, 1975). _EXPLICIT propositions were_ . _ __
present in actual text whereas IMPLICIT propos:tions required

the reader to infer bevond print and picture. Propositions

.

were determined by their tunction in the storY structure and

were usuallY bound by phrases. For example, there were

f

settings (s), such as the title, overt responses ¢or) such as

-speech remarks, internal responses (ir) such as emotions, and

changes of ‘state (cs) (eg., ‘got mud@zi},«-To-il+u§thte
this, Little Pig (Melser .and Cowley 1981) was anal¥sed into
proposi tions as foillows: -

EXPLICIT ) MpLICIT -
(s) Littie Pig . (e) - meets hens
(or) “"Go home,* said the hens. . (ir) concern \
(or) "No," said little pig. ' (ir) won“t go home
. : (e) meets ducks
(or) "Geo home,” said the ducks. (ir) concern
(or) "No," said little pig. (e) won‘t go heme
. : - (e) meets cows
{or> "Go home," said the cows. (ir) concerin
(or} "No," said little pig. (e) won‘t go home
: {e) meets sheep
(or) "Go home," said the sheep. (ir) concern
(or) “"No,™ said little pig. (e) won” t go home
. . te) meets butcher
(or) "Go home," said the butcher, {e) threatens
(.Ol") "or I711 maKe You into SausageSQ" Cir) wlll get/ harmed
(or) "Yes, I will,” said 1ittle pig. (e> + go home :
(ir) be safe

The script of each child’s ‘reading’ was matched against
. . ~ - §
implicit and explicit propositions jdentified from actual

text. Three scoring categories ‘were possible. .An IMPLICIT

- 15
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proposition was scored when a response matched a
o

predetermined proposition not explicitly stated in the primt
" but which was implied in’the story. EXPLICIT propositions
were scored when the response was semantiéally similar tﬁ the
text rproposltnon. Qhenla-match-?ncluded at least 80/ of the_'
Ctext ‘words for” ﬁhas/proposition, a STRICT score was giuen;
Responses which 1ncluded less than 804 of the text words ¢o;
that proposit:ion were scored a3 KIND matches.
(2) Word Matchz. A word match'weaSure Qave credit for actual

v
“and, plausible word matches between words in a child‘s

‘reading’ and individual text words. Each word in a gb[}dfs
response was matched against each text word. @A é%RICT score
was given for each word in a child‘s “reading” response wh[gb
wads present in the text. A KIND score was given for eacﬁ
word in a child‘s ‘reading” response which could plausibly

substiiute for a text word (eg., Qo/qoing; go/went).
Statistical Procédures

Multivariate anaIYSes‘ of covar’ance (MANCDUQ); J;nd
anal¥ses of covariance (ANCOVA) were carried out on bvéraII
data, and on each dependent measure using pre-instruétion
scores .as ';ouariates. -Téesetsought to’distingufﬁp be tween
throce main effects of ' REPEAT (R), msmu[:‘nonf (Iﬁ, and
TELLING (T, ana four interaction effects of rRxT, Q 1, Ixv,
and RxIxT. & multivariate anal¥sis of variance (MANC > was
also calculateﬁ using a further faFth_of ABRILITY pased on
high and low standard{sed scores used in random assignmtqt.to

T
groups. A follow-up correlational matrix was also Computed.

RESULTS
P16
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The "data was handled as 2 sets. The f.rst data set .

. {SKills and ‘Readings‘) «comprised 8 pre- and 21
I -
post-instruction variables (see Table 2). ©Data set two (SPOT

and ORAL CLOZE) comprised S pre- and 12 post-instruction

variables <(see Table 3). To‘reduce the likelihood of type 1
‘énr-r_amdﬁg"fhe‘large number of F values calculated, F scbfg;“ -

are reported as significant onlY .when p<.01.

]

Repeat . g . ) ot
The repeat variable occurred at two levels (HIGH/LOW)
meaning that some children had manY re-rdns through books

-

during instruction sessions compared to other children.

There w;re no reﬁeat effects aqisiné from the MANCOUA on
q§ta set one for print concepts, letter and word Knowiedge,
‘cipher” awareness, writing wvocabularY, and }hiidren’s
”reagings_. ~The MANCOUQ on Data set two leo‘Yielded no
differences between high and.)low numbers. of repeats cver the
12_dependent variables for SFOT and’DgﬁL CLOZE games.

» In orief, MANCOVAS and QNCOUQS using Ski!lg and ‘Reading”
data, and SPOT and ORAL CLOZE data, showed no main repeat
effects, or interaction’éffects_with instruction or telling.
instruyction : '

The instruction factor occurred at two levels (VDICE
SUPPORT/ NON VOICE SUPPORT)_meaning that some children heard
story readings with audis page turn cues (US), while others
heard only audio page turn cues and no g}ory reading (NVS).

The MANCOMA on Data set one reueaf;d no effects oh print

i
concepts, letter and word identification, the BrYant task, or

writing vocabul ary. =
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There were main effects., on “readings’ of instruction
stories <i1e, SET B stories). These effects appeared on
explicit proposition matches at the strict level, F(1,48) =

129.94, p<.001, and Kind ltevel, F(1,48) = 167.17, p<.001, and

for implicit propositkon matches, FC(1,38) = 40.11, p<.00i.

Likewise, effects were identified on word matches from
readings” of SET B stories at the strict level, F¢1,48) =

13¢.96, p<.001, and Kind level, F(1,48) = 101.33, p<.001.

\\Ynspection of the means for proposition matches shoiv that

the  means,. on. these SET -B stories for voice -support were
\ .

consjderabiy higher than the means for non voice support:

Means for STRICT propositionss VYS= 14.046; NUS= ,5513
Means for KIND propositions: V3= 27.56; NVS= 10.13.

Thie was also the case for word m®tches for SET B stories:

Means for STRICT word matches: US= 112.9; NVS= 29.75
Means for KIND word matches: VS= 127.3; NVUS= 54.28.

On thelother hand, instruﬁﬁipn effects consistently failed to-
“appear for propoesition ~and - word matches on };éad;ngs’ of
non—instruction stories (SET A2 and SET C).

The MANCOVA for Data set two showed no effects .except éor
SPOT and ORAL CLOZE on {nst;uctién stories. Main effects
were evident for ORAL CLOZE on instruction stories (éET F) at
thé strict level, F¢1,51)= 49.85, p<.001, and Kind level,
F(i,51>= 24.89, p<.001. Similar effects were identified for
SPOT games on inst¢uction stories ¢SET H) at the strict

lever, F(1,51>= 18,44, p¢.0b1, and Kind Jevel, F(1,51)=

. 13.50, p¢.001.
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Comparison of the ORAL CLOZ2E means for instruction type

show that means for voice support (US) and non voice support

“/ANWS) were different at the strict and Kind levels:

Means for STRICT oral cloze: US= 18.41; NVUS= 12.13
_.Means for \KIND oral-cloze:-—5=22.225 NUSE 14.97

Thi1s was also)| the case for SPOT measures on instruction’

L]
¥

stories (SET H) at both the strict and Kind levels:

Means for STRICT Spot: US= 10.53; NUS= 7.344 )
Means for KIND Spot: VUS= [0.72; NJS= 8,000 .

"

Ir other words, the instruction +factor Hhad no effeg on
es.

depenﬁent measures other than for the instructional stori
Yelling

TELLING had two levels. At the first level {(/READ’), the
child was encouraged to read 5? the audiotaée. At the second
tevel (NO’READ’)} the child 1ooked at the book but was given
no encouragement. to read. . ' s

There were no effects for tetling on any of the dependent
measures in pData set one. These outcomes held for both
non—instruction as well as instruction stories. The MANCOVA
on Data set two showed only one effect for telling.‘ Tﬁis was
for strict ORAL CLD2E scoret on\ pre-instruction stories

¥

repeated- 1n post-instruction {SET DZ{, F¢1,51)= 9,22, p(.01.
elling show differences

Comparison o©of means for 'type of
E;tween ‘READ’ <{mean= 8.281) -and NO‘READ’ fmean=:6.313).
This result is difficult to explain. The effect does hot
appear on other non-instruction NRAL CLOZE‘ﬁtesures, or Kind
scores, and is therefore tre;ted with c?ﬁtionf
. ability
1
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A multivarijate anilrsns of variance (MANOVA) was computed’

using ability as the <fourth +<actor. Three main ability

effects were Yielded on Duta set one. The first ability

effect was on print concepts, F(1,48)= 2.57, p<(.01.

————— s ————

. —lnspection- of the means for ability on print concepts show

“a

differences between high {mean= 13.00} and low ability {mean=
10.34). h

The second main abnlitr effect ~occurred for kigd
proposition matches f%om chitdren’s ‘readings’ of instruction
stories ~ (SET B); F(l,495= 8.59, p<.01. Comparison of these
means for high and low ability illuétrateldif¥ere;ces (Higﬁ=
21,143 - Low= 14.53). This 'suggests that high ability thildren

tended to produce more _plausiole proposition matches in their
T ) B i . - r F 1

’reédingé’ of familiar stories than Jow ability children.
The "third ability effect was ¢cir Kind word matches rom
" ireadings’ of instruction Stories (SET BY, F(1,48)= 7.26,
p<.0t. Clear differences between the means for high ability

{mean= 72.75> and Ilow ab{litx (mean= 4B.75) were apparent.

4

' This agrees with previous Eesults. In effect, h'gh ability

\

. children tended- to produce more plausible word matches in
_\’readings' of familiar stories fhan low ability children.
]

The MANOVA on ORAL CLOZE and SPOT games also revealed

bility effects on both sets of non-instruction stories (SET

b and G> at the strict and kind levels. These fesults are

no\\ surprising. Commonsense suggests that pigh ability
i

¢hildren are likely to perform better on instruction stories
' i
than low abitityY children.™ What i1 of more interest are the

interaction effects of ability with instruction, repeat, and

P20
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tellinag. However, only one interaction effect for ability

arose, This was for ability x iﬁstruction on implicit
propasition match;s‘ from ‘readings’ of new stories (SET D),
F(1,48)= ?2,2&, p<.01., That :s, 40} }mplicit proposi tions on
hew storres, low ability chilﬁren performed betterlwuth‘uoice
support, whereas high. abi,"li_ty children per‘for‘méxd petter on
han uuicel support. wh]le this resqlt is signif}cant and
|nterest}ng, the same gf¥ect failed to emeré? on .other
nﬂhrlnstpuetlon 5tories:{SET A2) and is therefore interpreted

with ciution. /

Follow=uD Analysis‘,f

The results / from a follow-up corpelatioﬂal matr ix
produced slmllaq/ pattérns to previous anal;ses. First, no'
measure. was hrgél? correlated with the Fepeat factor on both
instruction aqéanon—instruction stories.

Secondlyf there were high corrflations be tween - the
instruction factor and children‘s ’re;dings’ of instruction
stories, Thie effect was present for strict proposition
matches,J r= ,7487, and kind proposition-matches, r= .95?9.

- Similar high correlations weré Yielded on thege instrgftion
stories for strict word matches, r= ,7470, ;nd Kind word
matches, r= ,7244, Yet correlations were much lower for
th;se measures on'non—inétru:tion stories. ‘

Thirdly, no strong correlations with repeat were
identified. This alsa concurs with previous anaIYSes:

L .
Fourthl!Y, there were high correlations between strict

explicit propositions on ‘readings’ of non-instruction

. el
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‘- stories, and post-instruction @Béd "identification tasks.
These were illustrated as follows. -~ Strict explicit
péopos:tlon * scores On SEf A2 stories correlated highly with
the Burt.word score, r= 7814, 'and high frequency word liét,
F=  ,8736.  On SET C stories the pattern was similar with
strict explicat ﬁfopos[tigns correlating highlY with ;he Burt
word score. r= 57545, and high frequency word list, r= ,7012,
However. strict explicit.prop05|tian scores onh “readings’ of
“insfruction stories (SET B) showed much lower correlations
with the Burt word task, r= ,2952, and high frequencY word
‘r=“-.3458. This pattern of high correlations between
‘ word measures anc; strict propasition scoreél' onh ~
nen—instruction storie; was also appareni on Kind measures.
Fitthly, the sharp correlational djifference between
"readings- pf }nstructian and non-instruction stories was
aléo present in word match measures. For the
post-instruction Burt word task, ~strict word matches on
‘readings’ of SET A2 stories correiated highly, r= .7929, as
they did for the high frequency word 1ist, .r= .7134. '%n SET -

c ihg pattern was similar. Here strict word matches weref

highlY correlated with the Burtiword test, r= .7394, and high

frequency word list, r= ,7142. Conversely, for instructioh
i

stories (SET B), strict word matches were much lowqr'for tpe

Burt word task, r= ,3141, and the high frequenty word 1ist,

r= . 3544, These correlational differences between
instruction and non-instruction storY ‘readings’ on word
iden*ification also rev¥lected on Kind measureé.

Overalls; the strong*coﬁre{igypnal differences found for

’ Eﬁé /
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readings’ o+ |nstruct|a; and non-instruction stories suggest
that the apparent improvements in ‘reading” on the
instruction | stories were probablY more related to f;ctars
such as memoéabtlut? of thege stories made possible through

volice support.,

—

Follow—yp Naturalistjc Observation

What Kinds of ‘readings” did c¢hildren make when theY were
ashed to ‘read’? F.irst, many children constructed ‘readings”
with plausible story structures. Some children’s"readings’
on  stories Iike ihé nan-instruc}ian book Little Pia (Me{ser

and Cowley, 1981) had simple storyY structures (see Figure 1).

-

Fage The Pig was ruUnnIng awaY...
Fage ChicKens found him...ducks found him...
Page. The cows found him...the sheep found him...
Page um...the baker man found hims..
Fage and the mother pig found him.

CHILD: P15

Others created more sophisticated story ciructures:

Fage 1 The Little Pigs ) )
Page 273 One day the pig went down to the chickens
and asked him i¥ they would play...
and . then the pig went down to the duck‘s place
i¥ he wanna play...
Page 3 The pig went -down to the pig‘s place
gaid "Do you wanna plar?*
Page The man with the sausages went...
"Pi'g...want some sausages?”
Fage um...he went ﬁome...home.-
‘ ; : CHILD: Mt1

Still others reconstructed oid stories such as The Three
Pigs to read Lj;;}g Piq. TheyY began "The first little
Pig..." but abandbned thies structure when theYy became aware
o0f a mismateh between tﬁéir reading and the boPk cues.

Secondiy, the simpliest ‘readings” involved erveballing

© 23
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each page and counting oar nam:ng print or pictuXe cues.

Figs...
um...Jducks- and chooks. .. etc) _ L
CHILD: HWi3
that word {points to Little>...that‘s...
that s one, twd, three, four...(2atc)
CHILD: HES
Thirdly.« wvoice suppqnt stories provided a memorY base to
?Ecall large amounts of text. Summary chunks of text were
usually recalied rather than actual text. To illustrate
this, the text "So the people ran and ran angd got the giant
some hone>" may be_read as "and he brings him some hone”..."
In short, children s “reading” beﬁaviouq typically
involved ereballing each page, naming and countingprint -and
picture detail, while sometimes inventing new stories or
reconstructing Known stories. Voice supported stories were .,

uguaily recalled 1n summarY chunKs rather than as word by

word matches with actual text.

DISCUSSION

(1YINSTRUCTION: To what extent does voice support versus
non voice support influence emergent reading behaviour?

Quite simplY, wvoice support djd produce an improvement in
k
children‘s .reading behaviours /but onlY on Instructional

matarjals, The differences failed to apbear on unfamiliar

books or on ’otﬁer -readinga behaviours. Voice support hgd

I3

helped them torremember how_fhe instruction stories went, but
that was all. Their fuperior performance ohiY reflected

their memorY for text. In other words, voice sup50rt gave ap
: ' +

appeaéance of better ngéding, but not the realijty.
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1

v2YREPEAT: To what extent do hi1ah versus low numbers of
instructional repeats inflﬁence emergent reading behaviour?

Children who heard high numbers ©of instructional repetit[on;
. tended to dp‘no better .than children who\heard low numbers of
repeats. These results were somewhat surprisina. It geems
Plausible to argue that high numbers of repeats would provide

a trpe ©f rehearsal which was likely to have more chance of
I N

bringing | about changes in reading behauiov‘ than low numbers
N .

of repeats, Yet the evidence failed to support this.

Ferhaps mor e repeats would have produced’ an effect.

K

Aiternatively.: manY of the instruction stories wer}\short and

highly memorable anyway, so that repetitions were n;}\needed;

V3TELLING: To what extent does encouragement to ‘read how
stories go‘ influence emergent reading behaviour?, .

It could be argued that encouragement te ‘read’ stories

w

provides children bith a .chance to reconstruct text for
themselves, which in turn may contrjbute to proficiency. Yet
c¢hildren who were gﬁcourgged to. read each page tended to
perform no bettep\than t?ose who simpl¥ l1ooKed at the book.
What does. this mean? Ag;}n, the results may simpiy reflect
the fac{:that_children arg not'going to learn to read simplY
" by having a book to read. I¥ tiey do not Know ho@ to convert
squigglgé on the page into spoken represéﬁtatlon, then giving
them a book to ‘read’ may be quite useless. The child who
‘learns to read by ‘reading’ has probably already made - the

necessarY insights, s0 has something to-gain by reading. The

. ‘
chitd who has not done s0 wi)l have nothing to gain.

25
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\

(4) INTERACTION: Do the factors of REPEAT, INSTRUCTION, and
TELLING (nteract in such a.- manner t& suggest a‘complex
Interdependence between them?

The evidence suggested that repeats, instruction, and telling
drd not interact in such a way to suggest’ there was an
interdependence between them. \'
(SIABILITY: To what extent does ABILITY account for the
effects of REPEAT, INSTRUCTION, and_ TELLING on emergent

reading behaviour? ) a

——

Commonsense would suggest that high ability ch;ldren wgll
tend to score higher than low ability children=~ and they
did. on print concepts and .“readings’ of instruction stories.i
What was of interest, though, was to clarifY whether any of
the facters, | or the interaction between them “was
significantl> different for high and low ability children.
This would seeh useful as 1t may suggest those factors whiEH’,v
‘warked” best with more or less ablghgiuqents,

However, ' the results failed fio reu;al significant

interactions. "What this meant was tha} high and low ability

-children were not comparativelY more advantaged by the,

effects of either repeats, instruction, or encouragement ta
read. This is interesting in that manY ‘looKing- listening~-

1
reading” approaches have fpcussed on low achieving readers.

!

F

CONCLUSION

To summarise, the results of the study suggested that the.

L]

effectss of voice support were more apparent -than real.

. Effects were limited onlY to texts where uchQ support was

provided. - This means that what appeared to bg reading
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lmprOugment may oniy have reflected . the increased

[}

memorability of texts provided by vaoice support.

L]

Theoretical Igplitgtiongs
Theoretically, 'this studr considered both ‘meaning-

-

driven’ and ‘print-driven’ uiewpoint%. For instance, ORAL

"CLOZE provided an index of prediction skills. The, Bryant

‘word” task and SPOT gadeé gave data on cipher awareness-

that i1s, childrenfs—Knowledge--of-grapheme~phoneme links.

It was clear from tHe studyY, however, that there were no
obvious di%?erenceg between wvoice support a1 3  non voice
support childéen‘ on either print or prediction t¥pe tasks.
What this sar¥s is that voice support; even when combined with
repeated readingé and opportunlttes for"chilaren to reaﬁ
stories on their OwWn, prounded ar insufficient data baZe f f
thildren to gain necessarY insights about reaZing. Thé}
theoretical *titerature, especiall?ﬁ’thé idéas_ of Gough“
(1980,1983) and Smith (1975,1978), 'suggested. that this could
be achieved, given fhat children had (ary iots:of expbsure to

print through repeated readings o{ stories, iﬁ) feedback
about what ‘the ‘5quiggIéS' actugl{? repre;;nted th;oudh
augiotaped readings, and (c) ‘opportunitigsl$o rekonstruct,
StOries for Ithemselves, through .retellings, where pupils

created their 6wn readungs Yet this practical

interpretation of the theorY was not supported in this studr.

»

Why Did The Instruction Fail?

Ll

Well, it could be,tpht begirning readers are lost for the

' ¢
words in stories. While “talking books’ provide access to &

story, theY do not necessarilY” provide access to aciuaP

. ) - l ! 2}:
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words, Children may need to have words pointed out to them

as the words are being read, 'so that they can study tre

spoken;wrltten representations-- or simply so they Know which
words‘arﬁ being said! In other words, voice support may need
te be _lTinked Q:tﬁ word-pointing a&juncts such as videos anc.
microcomputers. whith 'have the poteniia] to direct the
reader “s aL;entlon to 5pecnf|c printed werds during reading.

*

To illustrate this, the -“Read-Along’ -procedure can be
I

simulated using talking microcomputers and touch-sensitive-

L

screens. Stories can be presented on screen in a print and

picture format while text is voiced by a synthesiser. Oral

and spoken word matches can be achieved through highlighting
individual words on the screen using procedures such as

alternating inverse text display, word ¥lashing, and bouncing

L] s

"balls, or by touching the word on the screen if the

touch-sensitive function is available. In this way, the

-

synthesiser provides a Kkind.of audio-support with an added

*

advantage of a print-directed adjunct.
Child=-initiated checKk-out procedbres during reading are

also possible in a variety of ways. To do this, the child

may re-run-parts or all of a story programmf, or touch target
waords en a touch-sensitive -scre;n to cheeck out oral-print
Rairings. "These check-out procedures can be moni tored to
provide 3 data-base on the ¢hild’s reading strategies—— data

P

which has practical and theoretical fmplications.

Other wvariations are possible.| The microcomputer can
I

present repeated readings, with or without varfiations such as

increasing reading rate, and decreas[Lg aural, pictorial, and

r

» T
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even word-point adjunct support over repeats.

In short, talking. microcomputere can_ systematicaliy
modeil dJirectional behaujour whiie directing the read;r’s
attention to specific print-based feafures-- words, letters,

parts or wards,‘phonemes, and tetter-sound relationships. 1t

provides ,the t¥pe of print and spoken word pairings that some |

- !

would argue are essential for novices to progress from code

-

to ¢cTpher readers. T o
AR example of this Kind of approach is a study by

N;chol;on- {in progress) where a humanoid type of reader:

calted Morf’ reads, stories to the child usifng wvoice

synthes:s, and the cﬁild ynteracts by participating in-

various Kinds of activities initiated by Morf¥. This

3
.

programme‘ has support features such as word pointlng,l
rerunning of text, self-conrection,‘ and" editing games
involving the child corrécting ﬁorf’s reading anderit%ng
mistakes. Results to date indicate that children enjoY the
actiuit]es, are highly attentive to the text, and appear to
be focussing on aspects of print relevant to c[bher

&

awareness.

-
A

g ' i
However, there are some problems witQﬁﬁhe ‘Read-Along”’

simuiate notion. Some may questﬁbnﬂgthe extent to which®

children are _prepared to ’j;;;&%lon@’ with the voice

synthesiser. Others maY qUéstion the artificiality of
computer " voice production, 'ggd ,its effects on reading
intonation, phonemic identification and enjoyment. Yet the

. . )
evidence for these concerns for novice readers has not been

clearly established.
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Even word-peointing adjuncts, howauer,’ﬂhy not be encugh—-
much may depend on the ch}ld’s ‘crYptoanalrtic intent’.‘ It
could be that children begin school.ing as codé'readers, not
focussing on the aspects of print tﬁat matter (Gough and
Hillinger., 1%¥80; Nicholson, 1984). Yet theY . may have to go
be»ond this point and experience a Kind of‘ ’ligﬂtbulb
.efFect’, whefe the print system starts to make sense.. i

A fupther study by the present writer: seek% to
dnvestigate the extent to which early reading“‘érogress
depends on “¢cipher”’ awaﬁenese. Rather than providing

;
audiotaped instruction, this stud> involves parents as ‘home”’
facititators of print-driven 'behaviours In therr‘ﬁreschoof
cnildren.' " In short, the studY aims to determine-the extent
te which nstruction such as rea&—along, phoneﬁic awar;:;ss
"and letter recognition influence beginning reé%i%d progress.
Limitaticns |

In evaluating the findings of this present study,

-

e

however, there are some limitations ?hifh shﬁuld be noted.
First, the design presented a maximum of P& runthroughs
over 12 bookKs. Yet this may still»h;ue been Lnsuf#?cientifor
instruction effects to generalise, Afterall, the total -
instructi?n time was onlY about three hours, over a five week
perlod. On the other hand, the question needs to be askeﬁ“"
would more time and more repeats have made any difference?

éftbrall, the children performed verY well on thelr

i

. ‘readings’ of the instruction sto?les. In fact the data

. . ]
suggested that there was an overKill; to some extent, on the

repeated readings factor-— the extra readings had verY Iittle

! 30
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effect, Sa  the Lnuestm;nt in time needs to be carefully
we ighed ragainst the effectiveness of the instruction in
generating ceading 93ins.

Secondl». the encouragement’to read (TELLINB)_;actor was

-

onlY a simylate. It was not personalised to the reader, and
gave no feadback - td the child. The desian did not monitor
;he extent to which children actually ‘read” when encouraged,
or the tYpes of ‘readings’ they produced during instruction.

A third limitation related to individual differences.

&~

Some cqild?en maY have needed high numbers of repeats‘on some

books, but not " on others, to achieve some semblence of

N

reading 4luenc7.‘_ Yet this present desian CrCigorously
controlled the number, type and extent of exposures.

. Finally. the subseCts were five year olds drawn from four

schools 1n their first few weeks at schoo!, and unfamiliar
£ ¥ - .

with the Story Box materials used in the study. Likewise,
the 24 stories represent only a sample of material presently.

used in emergent reading programmes. $So, the implications

are that the results are limited to these stories and to that

particular frve-Year 61d new school entrant population. ‘

.

Statement 1

In canclusion, the study suggests that voice support had

}imited effects. on emergent reading. The lack of

generalisation to new material casts some doubt on its
utility as an instructional technique for beginning readers.
The resuits -algo - cast dgubt on the instructional impact of

widely espoused practices such as ’shiLéd book and-

‘read-along’, which share some of the features of voice
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support and wh}ch often form an integral part of beéinning
reading programmes. Clearly; there seems to be more to
ilearning to read than simply being read to. 0n the other
hand, tﬂere was lictle doubt that voice suppo;t children
enJo¥ed hearing the:stories-- and even the non vaoice support
children seemsd dnlig;ntly to tolerate the‘experifnces. But

changes 1n reading attitude need to be matched by changes in

reading performénce. This—was  not so, at least in this

short-termvsiud>.
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pre-instruction story titled
(Melser and Cowley, 1981).

Figure }: Reduced scale
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Table 2

Pre-instruction and Post-iastrucsion Variables on Skills
~ and 'Reading’ (Data Set One).

Pre=-instruction variables
1. concepts about print
2. latter identification
3+ Burt vord reading -

(Proposition matches on children's ‘readings’)
4. Strict explicit mateh (SET At hooks)-

5. Kind explicit match (SET At books)

6. Implicit match (SET._Al_books) _

* (word gatches on children's ‘readings’)

7. Striet vord mateh (SET At books)
8. Kind wvord match (SET At bvooks)

Post-instruction variables \

t. concapts sbout print

2. letter identification

3. Burt word reading

4. freqlist: high frequency word lis*

S. writing vocsbulary

6. Bryant nopssnss 'word’ task

(Proposition matches os children's ‘readiags’)
7. Striet explicit match (SET A2 books)
8, Kind  explieit utch (SET, 42 books)
9. Izplicit match (SET A2 vooks)
10, Strict explicit mateh (SET B hwooks)
11, Kind explicit mateh (SET B bvooks)
12, Implicit match -(SET B books)
13, Striet explicit mateh (SET C dooks)
14, Kind  explicit match (SET C books)
15, Tmpliecit match . {(SEP C books)

(Word patches from childrea's ‘Teadings')
T 167Strict match (SET A2 bdooks)
17. Kind  patch (SET A2 books)
18, Strict match (SET B books)
19, ¥ind @match (SET B books):
20. Strict mateh (SET C  pooks)
21, Kind  mated - (S2P ¢ dooks)

CODE. SeTf A: 2 pra-ipstruction stories combined
(SET At: pre~instruction measurs)
(SBT A2: poat-instruction seasure using
sane taxt as for SET A1)
: Combined score.on ¢ instruction stories.
: Coabined scorz on 2 nev stories.
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Table 3
Pre-instruction and Post-instruction VYariables on

SPOT and ORAL CLOZE ~
(Data Set Two ). . :

Pre~instruction variables

+ letter identification

. Strict ORAL CLOZE {SET
. Kiné ORAL CLOZE (SET
. Strict SPOT game  {SET
. Kind . SPOT game  {SET

Post~instruction variables

books )
bocks )
books )
books )
books }
- books )
booka),
books )
books }
books )
books },
books }

Strict ORAL CLOZE
. Kind ORAL CLOZE
Strict ORAL CLOZE
Kind ORAL CLOZE
Strict ORAL CLOZE
Kind ORAL CLOZE
Strict SFOT game
Kind SPOT game
Strict SPOT game
Kind SPOT gaoe
« Strict SPOT ganme
. Kind SPOT gane

L]

HHDEEPE OO oo .
BR mmER

1.
2
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
1
12

CODE: SET D /SET E: ‘ ‘
Combined score on 2 pre-inatruction stories
(SET Di: pre-instruction measure: CLOZE)
(SET D2: post-instruction measure using same
text as for SET Di: CLOZE).
. (SBT Et: pre-instruction messure: SPOT)/
(SET E2: post-instruction measure using sane
text as for SET Et: SPOT)
SET F /SET H: Combined score on 2 instruction stories
for ORAL CLOZE (SET F), and SPOT (SET H).
SET G/ SET I: Combined score on 2 new stories ™
for ORAL CLOZE (SET G), and sm {sET I).




